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SUMMARY 

S.1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The California High Speed Rail Authority (Authority) proposes a high-speed train (HST) system for 
intercity travel in California between the major metropolitan centers of Sacramento and the San Francisco 
Bay Area in the north, through the Central Valley, to Los Angeles and San Diego in the south.  The HST 
system is projected to carry as many as 68 million passengers annually by the year 2020.  The Authority 
adopted a final business plan (Business Plan) in June 2000, which examined the economic viability of a 
train system capable of speeds in excess of 200 miles per hour (mph) (322 kilometers per hour [kph]) on 
a fully grade-separated track, with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated control systems.  
Following the adoption of the Business Plan, the Authority initiated this environmental review process for 
compliance with state and federal laws, in particular the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

The Authority is the project sponsor and the lead agency for purposes of the state CEQA requirements.  
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is the federal lead agency for compliance under NEPA.  The 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) are cooperating agencies for the federal environmental review 
process.  The Authority and the FRA, in consultation with the cooperating agencies, have determined that 
a program-level, or first tier, environmental document is appropriate for a statewide project of this scope.  
The draft program environmental impact report/environmental impact statement (Draft Program EIR/EIS) 
addresses the potential environmental impacts of the proposed HST system at a conceptual and planning 
level. 

If the Authority should decide to proceed with the proposed HST system after the completion of this 
Program EIR/EIS process, the Authority envisions seeking possible future federal financial support for the 
system that may be provided through the FRA, which is within the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(DOT).  The FRA and the DOT have several loan and loan guarantee programs that might be potential 
sources of future financial assistance.  Although no existing grant or federal bond financing programs 
currently provide such support, several proposals to create such programs are pending before Congress.  
In addition to possible funding, a Rule of Particular Applicability may be required from the FRA to 
establish safety standards for the proposed HST system for operating at speeds over 200 mph (322 kph) 
and for operations in shared-use rail corridors. 

This Draft Program EIR/EIS analyzes a proposed HST Alternative and compares it with a No Project/No 
Action (No Project) Alternative and a Modal Alternative (potential improvements to the highways and 
airports serving the same intercity travel demand as the HST Alternative).  This Draft Program EIR/EIS is 
being made available for public and agency comment.  In the Final Program EIR/EIS, which will be 
prepared after the close of the public comment period on the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and 
the FRA may select a preferred HST corridor/alignment, general station locations, and recommended 
mitigation strategies, and may recommend further measures to consider in more detail at the project 
level to avoid and minimize potential adverse environmental impacts.  Should the HST advance to the 
next stage of analysis, subsequent phases of project development would include project-specific 
environmental analysis for a segment or segments and station locations of the proposed HST system. 
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S.2 STUDIES LEADING TO THE PROGRAM EIR/EIS 

Efforts to consider potential impacts on the environment from a proposed HST system were started as 
early as 1994 by the High Speed Rail Commission.  The Authority started its environmental effort in 1998 
with feasibility studies and community outreach to identify a wide range of technology and corridor 
alternatives to meet intercity travel needs linking major metropolitan areas in California. 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this Program EIR/EIS was released April 6, 2001, and the Notice of 
Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on May 2, 2001.  The scoping process was followed 
by a systematic screening analysis to define and narrow the range of alternatives to be considered in the 
Program EIR/EIS.  For the HST system, a wide range of alignment and station options were assessed 
using criteria reflective of the general purpose and need for the project and consistent with the Clean 
Water Act Section 404 alternatives analysis process.  Key criteria included. 

• Maximize ridership and revenue potential by serving key population centers. 

• Maximize intermodal connections with other transportation facilities. 

• Maximize compatibility with existing and planned land uses. 

• Minimize travel time to be competitive with other modes of travel. 

• Minimize operating and capital costs. 

• Minimize impacts on natural resources (such as wetlands, wildlife corridors, habitat for special-status 
species, and floodplains) and farmlands. 

• Minimize adverse social and economic impacts.  

• Minimize impacts on parks and cultural resources. 

• Avoid areas with geologic/seismic and soils constraints. 

• Avoid areas with potential hazardous materials. 

Constructability and practicability of alignments were also considered in terms of the extent of tunneling, 
construction issues, capital costs, and right-of-way constraints. 

The system-wide alternatives carried forward for environmental evaluation in the EIR/EIS are the No-
Project, Modal and HST Alternatives.  The screening process identified the HST corridors, alignment 
options, and station locations to be removed from further analysis and those to carry forward for analysis 
in this Program EIR/EIS. 

S.3 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR A HIGH-SPEED TRAIN SYSTEM IN CALIFORNIA 

The purpose of the proposed HST system is to provide a reliable mode of travel, which links the major 
metropolitan areas of the state and delivers predictable and consistent travel times.  Further objectives 
are to provide an interface with commercial airports, mass transit, and the highway network and to 
relieve capacity constraints of the existing transportation system as intercity travel demand in California 
increases, in a manner sensitive to and protective of California’s unique natural resources.  The system 
needs to be practicable and feasible as well as economically viable.  The system should maximize the use 
of existing transportation corridors and rights-of-way, be implemented in phases, and be completed by 
2020. 

The number of passengers traveling intercity in California is forecasted to increase up to 63% over the 
next 20 years, from 155 million passengers to as many as 253 million passengers.  The state’s population 
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is projected to increase by 31% by 2020, with the highest growth rate expected in the Central Valley and 
the greatest increase in population expected in the Los Angeles metropolitan area.  The need for 
improved intercity transportation is demonstrated by the insufficient capacity of the existing 
transportation system to meet current and expected future travel demand.  The need is also reflected in 
poor air quality, impaired travel reliability, and increased travel congestion and longer travel times.  The 
interstate highway system and commercial airports serving the intercity travel market are currently 
operating at or near capacity in major parts of the system.  In order to meet existing travel demand and 
future growth over the next 20 years and beyond, the highway and airport systems will require large 
public investment for maintenance and expansion. 

S.4 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING HIGH-SPEED TRAIN 

S.4.1 No Project Alternative 

The Draft Program EIR/EIS compares the No Project, Modal, and HST Alternatives (Figure S.4-1).  For 
the No Project Alternative, both existing and future conditions (2020) are considered.  The No Project 
Alternative represents the state’s transportation system (highway, air, and conventional rail) as it existed 
in 1999–2000 and as it would be in 2020 with the addition of transportation projects currently 
programmed for implementation (already in funded programs/financially constrained plans) according to 
the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), regional transportation plans (RTPs) for all 
modes of travel, airport improvement plans, and intercity passenger rail plans. 

The No Project Alternative addresses the geographic area serving the same intercity travel market as the 
proposed HST Alternative (generally, from Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area, through the 
Central Valley, to Los Angeles and San Diego).  This alternative satisfies the statutory requirements under 
CEQA and NEPA for an alternative that does not include any new action or project beyond what is already 
committed. 

As with all of the alternatives, the No Project Alternative is assessed herein for how it would satisfy the 
purpose and need and objectives regarding congestion, safety, reliability, and travel times.  It is also 
evaluated for potential adverse impacts on the environment, and this information is used to compare the 
No Project Alternative with the potential impacts of the Modal and HST Alternatives. 

S.4.2 Modal Alternative 

There are currently two primary modes of intercity travel between the major urban areas of Oakland/San 
Francisco, San Jose, Sacramento, the Central Valley, Los Angeles, and San Diego:  vehicles on the 
interstate highway system and state highways, and commercial airlines.  Automobile and air 
transportation account for over 98% of the intercity travel in California.  Conventional passenger trains 
(Amtrak) on freight and/or commuter rail tracks and buses provide secondary modes of intercity travel.  
The Modal Alternative serves the markets identified for the HST Alternative.  The Modal Alternative 
consists of possible or hypothetical potentially feasible expansions of highways and airports in order to 
reduce the potentially greater environmental impacts that would result from new facilities. 

The Modal Alternative is described as a set of hypothetical improvements representing a possible 
response to projected intercity travel demand that will not be met by the No Project Alternative.  For 
comparative analysis purposes, the Modal Alternative would provide equivalent capacity to serve a 
“representative demand” for intercity travel that is equivalent to the higher end figures expected for 
ridership on the HST system in 2020 HST according to the sensitivity analysis completed for the Business 
Plan.  The representative demand comprises an estimated total of 68 million annual passengers, 
58 million intercity passengers and 10 million long distance commuters.  For this analysis, the same travel 
demand is assigned to the No Project, Modal, and HST Alternatives.  Potential additional improvements or 
expansion of facilities to meet the representative demand are defined in the Modal and HST Alternatives, 
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Figure S.4-1 
California Transportation System 
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regardless of funding potential.  The improvements described for each mode are capacity oriented (e.g., 
additional traffic lanes for highways with associated interchange reconfiguration and ramp improvements; 
additional gates and runways for airports).  Overall, the highway improvements assumed under the 
Modal Alternative represent a total of over 2,970 additional lane miles (mi) (4,780 lane kilometers [km]).  
Two additional highway lanes would be required on most intercity highways, and as many as four 
additional lanes would be needed to meet forecasted demand in certain segments.  Projected airport 
improvements would include nearly 60 over 90 new gates and five new runways statewide. 

This Program EIR/EIS does not in any way recommend, endorse, or suggest that these improvements 
could or should be implemented at specific highways or airports.  Neither is it assumed that an HST 
system would negate the potential need for some expansion of highways and airports in the state.  The 
analysis of operations and travel conditions shows that automobile travel time, even with the highway 
improvements proposed under the Modal Alternative, would increase between San Francisco and Los 
Angeles from the current 6 hours (hrs) and 54 minutes (min) under the No Project in 2003 to 7 hrs and 
24 min under the Modal Alternative in 2020.  The estimated cost to implement the Modal Alternative 
would be nearly $82 billion. 

S.4.3 High-Speed Train Alternative 

The High-Speed Train Alternative represents the proposed action and was developed by considering a 
range of potential HST technologies, corridors, and alignment and station options within the corridors.  
Informed by previous studies and the scoping process, the Authority and the FRA evaluated potential HST 
corridors and defined those that would best meet the purpose of the proposed system.  Through the 
screening process, reasonable and feasible technology, and alignment and station options were identified 
for analysis in this Program EIR/EIS.  The general HST corridors and study regions are shown in 
Figure S.4-2. 

State-of-the-art, electrically powered, high-speed, steel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology is being 
considered for a proposed system that would serve the major metropolitan centers of California, 
extending from the San Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento, through the Central Valley, to Los Angeles 
and San Diego.  State-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated train-control systems would be used.  
By 2020, the proposed service would include approximately 86 weekday trains in each direction to serve 
the study area intercity travel market, with 64 of the trains running between northern and southern 
California and the remaining 22 trains serving shorter distance markets.  Most passenger service is 
assumed to run between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.  The proposed system would be capable of speeds in 
excess of 200 mph (322 kph), and the projected travel times would be designed to compete with air and 
auto travel.  For example, the projected travel time by HST between San Francisco and Los Angeles 
would be just under 2 hrs and 30 min, and between Los Angeles and San Diego it would be just over one 
hour.  The route representing the highest return on investment from the Authority’s Business Plan is used 
to represent the HST Alternative for general comparison and evaluation with the other system 
alternatives.  This representative system was forecast to carry between 42 and 68 million passengers in 
2020, with the potential to accommodate higher ridership by adding trains or using longer trains.  For a 
conservative assessment of potential environmental impacts, the higher ridership forecast is used in 
describing the proposed HST Alternative and its impacts, and is referred to in the Program EIR/EIS as the 
“representative demand” ridership.  However, for resource topics where the high-end ridership forecasts 
would result in potential benefits (e.g., energy, air quality, and travel conditions), additional analysis is 
included to address the impacts associated with the low-end forecasts. 

The proposed HST Alternative includes several corridor/alignment and station options.  A steel-wheel-on-
steel-rail electrified train is proposed, primarily on exclusive track with small portions of the route on 
shared track with other passenger rail operations.  The train track would be at grade, in an open trench 
or tunnel, or on an elevated guideway, depending on terrain and physical constraints.  To reduce 
potential environmental impacts, extensive portions of many of the alignment options are within or 
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adjacent to existing rail or highway right-of-way, rather than on new alignment.  Tunnel segments of the 
alignment are proposed through the mountain passes (Diablo Range/Pacheco Pass between south San 
Jose and the Merced, and the Tehachapi Mountains between Bakersfield and Sylmar). 

The cost to implement the representative HST train system, which reflects a similar network of alignment 
and station options to that presented in the Authority’s Business Plan, is estimated to range between 
$33 billion and $37 billion (2003 dollars), depending on the alignment and station options selected.  The 
cost estimate includes right-of-way, track, guideway, tunneling, stations, and mitigation. 

In the Los Angeles to San Diego via Orange County region, the proposed HST Alternative would extend 
no further south than from Los Angeles to Irvine.  The use of conventional (non-electric) train technology 
from Los Angeles to San Diego along an improved LOSSAN rail corridor (currently used by Amtrak 
Surfliner, Metrolink, and the Coaster commute services) is being considered as part of this document.  
Using the technical data from this document, Caltrans and the FRA are also preparing a separate program 
EIR/EIS that considers conventional (non-electric) improvements on the LOSSAN corridor, since Caltrans 
would be responsible for those improvements. 

S.4.4 Areas of Controversy 

In considering a choice of alignment and station options should the HST system be advanced for further 
consideration, the Authority would take into account potential impacts on natural resources, cost, effects 
on travel time and ridership, and public and agency input.  Other choices the Authority might be 
responsible for should the HST system be advanced for further consideration would involve possible 
modifications to alignments by using more costly designs and construction techniques (e.g., tunnels and 
elevated guideways) or by moving the location of the alignment to avoid or minimize impacts on sensitive 
resources.  The following are some of areas of potential controversy. 

A. NORTHERN MOUNTAIN CROSSING 

The removal during screening of the Altamont Pass corridor from further consideration for the HST 
Alternative in the Bay Area to Merced region has prompted questions.  The key difference between 
this corridor and those carried forward for analysis in the Program EIR/EIS is how they would serve 
Bay Area populations, and particularly how the HST system would operate in this region.  The 
Authority concluded it would be impractical from an operational perspective to serve San Francisco, 
Oakland, and San Jose utilizing the Altamont Pass, because the HST system would need to split in 
three different directions at Newark/Fremont to serve San Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland.  This 
would greatly reduce frequency of service to each of these locations.  In contrast, using the Pacheco 
Pass would only require one split in the Bay Area after trains passed through San Jose, either to 
Oakland or to San Francisco.  The Pacheco Pass alignment is projected to have 1.1 million more 
intercity riders per year than the Altamont Pass.  Further, the Altamont Pass option includes a new 
Bay crossing to access San Francisco, which would have significant impacts on sensitive wetlands, 
salt water marshes, aquatic habitat, and sensitive species within and surrounding the Don Edwards 
San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 

B. SOUTHERN MOUNTAIN CROSSING 

In the Bakersfield to Los Angeles Region, the Antelope Valley communities are actively seeking to 
have the HST serve the Antelope Valley area and to connect with the Palmdale Transportation Center 
(a key hub for bus, auto, commuter rail).  Compared to the more direct Interstate 5 (I-5) alignment, 
the Antelope Valley State Route 58 (SR-58)/Soledad Canyon alignment option would add travel time 
(10–12 minutes) between Bakersfield and Los Angeles and would have less potential for intercity 
ridership.  However, the Antelope Valley SR-58/Soledad Canyon could provide superior connectivity 
and accessibility to the Antelope Valley and would have a higher potential for serving long-distance 
commuters to Los Angeles.  It would also have less potential impact on parklands.  While the 
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SR-58/Soledad Canyon alignment would be 33–36 mi (53–58 km) longer, it would require less 
tunneling than the I-5 options and is estimated to have approximately the same capital cost. 

C. IMPACTS ON PUBLIC PARKS, WILDLIFE AREAS, AND RECREATION RESOURCES 

Environmental groups and resource agencies have expressed concern over potential HST impacts on 
public parks, wildlife habitat, and wildlife movement corridors.  Specifically, there has been concern 
over the Diablo Range HST alignment options, particularly the two that go through Henry Coe State 
Park.  Concerns have been expressed regarding potential impacts on Henry Coe State Park and 
potential impacts from bisecting areas north of the park.  Concerns were raised regarding the 
potential for impacts on aquatic resources of national importance along Orestimba Creek.  Concerns 
have been expressed regarding the east Bay Area design option through Don Edwards San Francisco 
Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  And concerns have been raised regarding potential impacts from 
double-tracking (adding a second track adjacent to the existing track) sensitive coastal lagoons for 
non-electric service in San Diego County. 

D. IMPACTS ON COASTAL COMMUNITIES 

Concerns have been raised regarding potential impacts on coastal bluffs, beaches, views, historic 
areas, and sensitive communities along the coast for non-electric service improvements to the 
existing LOSSAN rail corridor between South Orange County and San Diego.  Of the design options 
that were carried forward from the screening analysis, objections have been raised to the short 
tunnel concept through San Clemente, which would double-track the rail alignment along the beach 
through Dana Point.  In addition, there are concerns regarding the design options under Camino Del 
Mar or I-5 to bypass the Del Mar coastal bluffs. 

E. STATION LOCATIONS 

The selection of preferred station locations is anticipated to be controversial.  The HST system would 
be limited in the number of stations it could serve compared to other rail transit systems.  In this 
Program EIR/EIS, many more potential sites are being considered than would be practical for HST 
operations.  Moreover, there are trade-offs in comparing the alternative station options.  For 
example, downtown terminals that promote high ridership and connectivity often have considerable 
construction issues and high costs. 

S.5 KEY FINDINGS 

S.5.1 No Project Alternative 

The key findings of this Draft Program EIR/EIS indicate that taking no action under the No Project 
Alternative would not meet the intercity travel needs projected for the future (2020) as population 
continues to grow, and would fail to meet purpose and need or the objectives of a statewide HST system.  
The No Project Alternative would result in an intercity transportation network that would not be as safe 
as, would have increased travel times, and would be significantly less reliable than existing conditions.  
The No Project would also exacerbate existing transportation system constraints, energy use, and 
dependence on petroleum as demand for intercity travel in California increases.  The No Project 
Alternative would result in environmental impacts but would not offer travel improvements compared to 
the Modal and HST Alternatives.  The No Project Alternative is neither a viable nor realistic alternative for 
California’s future intercity travel demands.  Gridlock on the highways and at the airports will make 
additional infrastructure improvements necessary. 

Highway traffic conditions are currently highly congested and are projected to further deteriorate under 
the No Project Alternative.  In every region studied, the No Project Alternative would not add sufficient 
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capacity to accommodate the projected growth in highway travel, including both the existing large urban 
areas (i.e., the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles basin) and the growing urban areas in the 
Central Valley.  Future forecast increases in travel demand will lead to greater congestion, increased total 
travel time delay, and reduced reliability on the primary highway corridors throughout the study area.  Of 
the highway segments analyzed, over half are already operating beyond their capacity with “stop-start” 
conditions during peak periods, and congestion is estimated to increase by nearly 40% under the No 
Project Alternative.  Between Los Angeles and Bakersfield, highway traffic congestion is forecasted to 
increase by over 70%, with portions of I-5 burdened during peak periods with more than three times the 
volume of traffic than highway capacity to carry it.  Typically, this would cause the morning peak period 
of congestion in urban areas to extend from two hours under existing conditions, to four hours by 2020.  
Because this program-level analysis could not attempt to quantify localized capacity restriction (e.g., 
bottlenecks at given interchanges) and incidents on the highways—accidents, breakdowns, and highway 
maintenance that are unpredictable and are responsible for a majority of the congestion on California’s 
urban highway networks—congestion would be likely considerably greater than forecast under the No 
Project Alternative. 

Likewise, many of the airports in the study area are currently at or near capacity and could become 
severely congested under the No Project Alternative.  The number of passengers that enplaned and 
deplaned in California in 1999 (almost 173 million) is expected to more than double by 2020.  However, 
the aviation component of the No Project Alternative consists primarily of additional gates, access 
improvements, and parking expansion.  No additional runways or other major capacity expansion projects 
are included.  Capacity constraints are likely to result in considerable future aircraft delays, particularly at 
California’s three largest airports.1  San Francisco International Airport (SFO) has “one of the worst flight 
delay records of major U.S. airports—only 64 percent of SFO flights were on time during 1998.”2  
According to the Web site for SFO, within 10 years, the three Bay Area airports will not, even during good 
weather, have sufficient capacity to meet regional air traffic demand.  Los Angeles International Airport 
projects a demand of 19.2 million more annual passengers than their 78.7 million total passenger 
capacity by 2015, and San Diego International-Lindbergh Field expects to be at capacity prior to 2020.3   

The projected delays at heavily used airports and forecasted highway congestion would continue to delay 
travel, negatively affecting the California economy and quality of life. 

S.5.2 Modal Alternative 

The evaluation and findings indicate that the Modal Alternative would meet the projected needs for 
intercity travel in 2020, but would not satisfy the purpose and need or objectives as well as the HST 
alternative.  Highway and air transportation improvements would result in reduced highway travel times 
and congestion compared to both the No Project and HST Alternatives.  While the Modal Alternative 
would be an improvement over the No Project Alternative, the Modal Alternative would provide an 
intercity transportation network that would not be as safe and or as reliable as the HST Alternative.  
Moreover, the Modal Alternative would have greater potential for significant environmental impacts than 
the HST Alternative, including higher potential impact on air quality, noise, biology and wetlands, cultural 
resources, hydrology, water quality, parkland, land use compatibility, and property.  The Modal 
Alternative would also increase energy use and dependence on petroleum and would increase suburban 
sprawl.  The capital cost of the Modal Alternative would be over two times the estimated capital cost of 
the HST Alternative, yet the Modal Alternative would have considerably less sustainable capacity than the 
HST Alternative to serve California’s intercity travel needs beyond 2020. 

                                                 
1 California High Speed Rail Commission 1996.  Working Paper #3, Cost Comparison of Mode Alternatives. June 20. 

2 San Francisco International Airport.  2003.  Building the future.  Available at: <www.flysfo.com>.  Accessed: December 2003. 
3 San Diego Airport.  2001.  The San Diego Airport Economic Analysis and Public Information Program.  San Diego, CA. 
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S.5.3 High-Speed Train Alternative 

The HST Alternative would meet the need for a safe and reliable mode of travel that would link the major 
metropolitan areas of the state and deliver predictable, consistent travel times sustainable over time.  
The HST Alternative also would provide quick, competitive travel times between California’s major 
intercity markets.  Table S.5-1 shows examples of door-to-door travel times between several city-pairs for 
2020, comparing the automobile and air transportation travel times estimated for the No Project 
Alternative to the travel times estimated for the HST Alternative.  The HST Alternative would provide a 
new intercity, interregional, and regional passenger mode—the high-speed train—which would improve 
connectivity and accessibility to other existing transit modes and airports compared to the other 
alternatives.  HST is the only alternative that would improve the travel options available in the Central 
Valley and other areas of the state with limited bus, rail, and air service for intercity trips. 

Table S.5-1 
Estimated Total Travel Times (Door to Door) between City Pairs by Auto, Air, and HST in 2020 

(Hours:Minutes) 

Auto1  
(No Project 
Alternative) 

Air 
(No-Project 
Alternative) 

HST (HST Alternative)
(Optimal Express 

Time) 
City Pairs Total Line Haul2 Total Line Haul2 Total 

Los Angeles downtown to 
San Francisco downtown 7:57 1:20 3:32 2:25 3:20 

Fresno downtown to Los Angeles 
downtown 4:30 1:05 3:02 1:12 2:23 

Los Angeles downtown to San Diego 
downtown 2:49 0:48 3:00 1:13 2:16 

Burbank (Airport) to San Jose down-
town 6:50 1:00 3:14 1:49 2:52 

Sacramento downtown to San Jose 
downtown 2:40 No service No service 0:50 1:53 

1 Auto trips are assumed to be “point to point” and therefore do not have a line-haul (time in vehicle) time associated with 
their travel times. 

2 Time in airplane or train. 
Source:  Parsons Brinckerhoff. 

 

The analysis shows that while the HST Alternative would have potentially significant environmental 
impacts on resources, including noise, biology, wetlands, and farmlands, the HST Alternative would have 
distinct benefits over the No Project and Modal Alternatives in energy savings, reduced air emissions, and 
improved intercity travel conditions.  In many cases, construction of the HST alternative would result in 
less adverse impacts than construction of the Modal Alternative.  Although the HST Alternative would 
induce slightly more economic growth than the No Project or Modal Alternative, the HST Alternative is 
forecasted to result in denser development, which would accommodate more population and employment 
on less land.  The HST Alternative would result in a slight decrease in urban area growth and a statewide 
increase of 450,000 jobs over the No Project Alternative and 200,000 jobs over the Modal Alternative. 

S.5.4 Preferred System Alternative 

As informed by the analysis presented in this Draft Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and the FRA have 
concluded that the HST alternative is the preferred system alternative.  The Authority and the FRA 
continue to consider HST alignment and station options and have not identified a preference among 
those presented in this Draft Program EIR/EIS. 
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S.6 SYSTEM-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT COMPARISON  

The Draft Program EIR/EIS analysis shows that the No Project, Modal, and HST Alternatives would have 
differences in both potential adverse and beneficial environmental impacts at the system-wide level.  
These differences, summarized in Table S.6-1, are based on the analysis presented in Chapter 3, Affected
Environmen  Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Strategies.  For many of the environmental 
areas discussed in Table S.6-1, the quantities presented represent areas within which potential impacts 
might occur.  For example, the area of floodplains includes all floodplains within 100 feet (ft) (30 meters 
[m]) of either side of the centerline of the alignment considered.  However, the actual right-of-way 
necessary for the improvements considered is much smaller (e.g., only 25 ft [8 m] on either side of 
centerline for HST).  Therefore the magnitude of potential impacts reported is considerably larger than 
the actual impacts that would be expected from either the HST or Modal Alternative. 

 
t,

The analysis for this Program EIR/EIS used the best available information concerning environmental 
resources as applied in a statewide geographic information systems (GIS) database.  No significant 
adverse impacts or key differences among the alternatives are described in Chapter 3 for geology, 
electromagnetic interference (EMF/EMI), public utilities, or hazardous materials; therefore, these topics 
are not shown in the summary table. 

Mitigation strategies are described at a program level for potential adverse impacts identified for the HST 
Alternative in noise, cultural resources, visual contrasts, biology, wetlands, parkland, and hydrology 
(shown on Table S.6-1).  The significance of potential environmental impacts would need to be further 
determined at the next level of environmental review, and specific mitigation measures identified.  The 
subsequent analysis and field studies that would be necessary at the next level of environmental review 
are also briefly described, and they would offer further opportunities to make changes to the alignments 
and station locations in order to avoid and to substantially reduce significant impacts on these resources.  
Project-specific environmental impacts and mitigation measures to address significant impacts would be 
described during the next stage of environmental review, should the project move forward. 

Table S.6-1 
Summary of Key Environmental Impacts and Benefits for System Alternatives 

Alternative Key 
Environmental 

Issues No Project Modal HST 

Mitigation 
Strategy for 

HST 

Traffic and 
Circulation 

Capacity is 
insufficient to 
accommodate 
projected growth.  
Over half of 68 
intercity highway 
segments 
considered would 
operate at 
unacceptable levels 
of service with 
increased 
congestion, travel 
delays, and 
accidents compared 
to existing 
conditions.  
Congestion would 
increase. 

Congestion reduction 
on intercity highways 
compared to the No 
Project and HST 
Alternatives.  
However, the analysis 
could not account for 
potential use of the 
excess capacity by 
non-intercity 
(commuter and 
short-distance) trips.  
Congestion and travel 
delays on surface 
streets leading to and 
from highways/ 
airports. 

Congestion reduction on 
intercity highways 
compared to the No 
Project Alternative.  
However, the analysis 
could not account for 
potential use of excess 
capacity by non-intercity 
(commuter and short-
distance) trips.  34 
million fewer long-
distance automobile 
passengers on highways.  
Localized traffic 
conditions around 
stations impacted. 

Encourage use of 
transit to stations.  
Work with transit 
providers to 
improve station 
connections. 
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California High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS Summary 

Alternative Key 
Environmental 

Issues No Project Modal HST 

Mitigation 
Strategy for 

HST 

Travel Conditions 

(travel time, 
reliability, safety, 
connectivity, 
sustainable 
capacity, passenger 
cost) 

Longer travel times, 
more delay. 

Lower reliability due 
to dependence on 
the automobile. 

Increase in injuries 
and fatalities due to 
increase in highway 
travel. 

No net 
improvement to 
connectivity 
options. 

No significant 
increase in capacity 
for highway or air 
infrastructure, and 
significant 
worsening of 
congestion due to 
increased demand. 

Travel time reduction 
compared to the No 
Project Alternative. 

Improved reliability 
over No Project due 
to increased capacity. 

Increase in injuries 
and fatalities due to 
more highway travel. 

No new modes 
introduced; additional 
air frequency. 

Modal improvements 
would provide 
sufficient capacity to 
meet representative 
demand, but would 
have little or no 
capacity beyond that 
level. 

Passenger costs 
approximately the 
same as the No 
Project Alternative. 

Travel time reduction 
compared to the No 
Project Alternative. 

Greatest improvement in 
reliability due to high 
reliability of HST mode; 
significant levels of 
diversion to HST from 
auto and air result in 
reduced congestion; and 
additional modal option 
improves reliability for 
overall transportation 
system. 

Decrease in injuries and 
fatalities due to diversion 
of trips from highways. 

Highest level of 
connectivity.  New mode 
would add a variety of 
connections to existing 
modes, additional 
frequencies, and greater 
flexibility. 

HST system would 
provide sufficient 
capacity to meet 
representative demand 
and would provide 
substantial additional 
capacity with minimal 
additional infrastructure.  
HST system would 
provide a release valve 
for the existing intercity 
modes. 

Overall savings in 
passenger costs of 8% to 
44% compared to No 
Project, depending on 
the origin and destination 
of travel.  HST passenger 
costs are competitive 
with the automobile 
travel and less expensive 
than air travel.  

N/A 
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California High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS Summary 

Alternative Key 
Environmental 

Issues No Project Modal HST 

Mitigation 
Strategy for 

HST 

Air Quality 

(Conformity Rule; 
tons of pollutants) 

Emissions predicted 
to decrease in 2020 
due to low emission 
vehicles; PM10 to 
increase statewide.  
Estimated CO 
806,304 tons/year, 
NOx 187,972 
tons/year, TOG 
121,222 tons/year; 
CO2 374 million 
tons/year. 

Vehicle miles traveled 
increase by 1.1% 
over 2020 No Project. 

CO 812,801 
tons/year; 
NOx189,238 
tons/year; TOG 
122,049 tons/year; 
CO2 374 million 
tons/year. 

Air quality benefit.  

Decrease in pollutants 
compared to No Project: 
CO 799,204 to 803,140 
tons/year; NOx 185,232 
to 186,384 tons/year; 
TOG 120,510 to 120,895 
tons/year; CO2 368 to 
372 million tons/year 
(0.45% to 1.4% less 
than No Project). 

(Range based on low- to 
high-end ridership 
forecasts.) 

Control of 
construction- 
related emissions. 

Energy Use 24.3 million barrels 
of oil consumed 
annually in 2020; 
6.8 million over 
existing conditions. 

Higher total energy 
consumption: 24.5 
million barrels of oil 
in 2020. 

Higher construction 
energy consumption 
241 MMBtus. 

Energy benefit. 

Lower total energy 
consumption:  19.1 
million (high-end 
ridership) and 22.3 
million (low-end) barrels 
of oil in 2020; overall 
decrease of 4.8 to 5.3 
million barrels of oil 
compared to No Project. 

Increase in electric 
power demand/use of 
natural gas. 

Lower construction 
energy consumption: 152 
MMBtus (high-end 
ridership) and 127 
MMBtus (low-end 
ridership). 

Develop and 
implement energy 
conservation plan 
for construction. 

Land Use 

(compatibility and 
property impacts) 

Expansion of urban 
sprawl as 
population grows 
and congestion 
increases; 
development on 
open space and 
agricultural lands. 

Improved access to 
outlying areas and 
communities; sprawl; 
incompatible with 
transit-first policies. 

High property 
acquisition impacts 
along constrained 
existing rights-of-way 
in heavily urbanized 
areas; 309 mi (497 
km) (20% of 
corridor) would affect 
high-impact land 
uses. 

Controlled growth around 
stations, urban in-fill; 
compatible with transit-
first policies. 

Majority of property 
acquisition along existing 
rights of way, some 
acquisition along new 
rights of way in 
undeveloped areas; 
between 53 and 88 mi 
(85 and 142 km) of HST 
would affect high impact 
land uses. 

(Range based on 
alignment options 
selected to comprise the 
HST system.) 

Continued 
coordination with 
local agencies. 

Explore 
opportunities for 
joint and mixed- 
use development 
at stations. 

Relocation 
assistance during 
future project-
level review. 
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Alternative Key 
Environmental 

Issues No Project Modal HST 

Mitigation 
Strategy for 

HST 

Visual Quality No predictable 
change to existing 
landscape. 

Low to moderate 
contrasts along 
existing highways 
and airports; high 
contrasts through 
mountain crossings 
and natural open 
space landscapes. 

Moderate to high visual 
contrasts for elevated 
structures; high 
sensitivity in scenic open 
space and mountain 
crossings. 

Design strategies 
to minimize bulk 
and shading of 
bridges and 
elevated 
guideways.  Use 
neutral colors and 
materials to blend 
with surrounding 
landscape 
features.  

Noise More traffic and 
more air operations 
from growth in the 
intercity demand 
generate more 
noise. 

210 mi (338 km) or 
14% of total highway 
corridor miles 
improved would have 
high impacts on 
noise-sensitive land 
use/populations.  The 
Modal Alternative 
would include five 
additional runways 
statewide in heavily 
urbanized areas.  
Noise is one of the 
most prominent 
factors in the 
environmental 
acceptability of 
airport improvement 
expansion and is 
often the limiting 
factor in approval of 
such improvements. 

21 to 107 mi (34 to 172 
km) or 3% to 14% of 
alignment length 
statewide would have 
high impacts on noise-
sensitive land 
use/populations; with 
mitigation, 0% of 
alignment would have 
high impacts.  Noise 
increase due to 
additional high-speed 
train frequencies.  Noise 
reduction from existing 
conditions due to 
elimination of horn and 
crossing gate noise 
resulting from grade 
separation of existing 
grade crossings. 

 

(Range based on 
alignment options 
selected to comprise the 
HST system.) 

Consider sound 
barriers along 
noise-sensitive 
corridors; track 
treatment for 
vibration. 

Farmland 

(includes area 
within 50 ft [15 m] 
on each side of 
alignment centerline 
[100 ft or 30 m 
total]) 

No predictable 
change from 
existing conditions 
as a result from the 
No Project 
transportation 
improvements.  
Continued loss of 
farmland in 
California at rate of 
49,700 ac (20,113 
ha) per year from 
population growth 
and urbanization 
(845,000 ac 
[341,960 ha] by 
2020). 

Right-of-way needs 
of the improvements 
could potentially 
impact a total of 
1,118 ac (452 ha) of 
farmlands. 

Right-of-way needs of 
the HST could potentially 
impact a total of 2,445 to 
3860 ac (989 to 1,562 
ha) of farmlands.  New 
corridor alignments 
through farmlands could 
have potential severance 
impacts. 

(Range based on 
alignment options 
selected to comprise the 
HST system.) 

Avoid or reduce 
impacts by 
sharing existing 
rail rights-of-way 
to the maximum 
extent possible 
and avoiding 
alignment options 
in established 
farmlands.  
Consider farmland 
preservation 
strategies. 
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Alternative Key 
Environmental 

Issues No Project Modal HST 

Mitigation 
Strategy for 

HST 

Biological Resources 
and Wetlands 

(Includes area 
within 1,000 ft [305 
m] [2,000 ft or 610 
m total for urban 
areas], 0.25 mi 
[0.40 km] [0.5 mi or 
0.8 km total for 
undeveloped areas], 
and 0.5 mile [0.8 
km] [1 mi or 1.6 km 
total for sensitive 
areas] on each side 
of alignment 
centerline) 

No predictable 
change from 
existing conditions. 

77,018 ac (31,168 
ha) of sensitive 
habitat; 23,172 ac 
(9,377 ha) of 
wetland; over 5 
million linear ft of 
jurisdictional waters; 
321 special-status 
species. 

9,773 to 17,619 ac 
(3,955 to 7,130 ha) of 
sensitive habitat; 3,996 
to 18,356 ac (1,617 to 
7,428 ha) of wetland; 
783,223 to 1.2 million 
linear ft of jurisdictional 
waters; 279 to 350 
special-status species. 

(Range based on 
alignment options 
selected to comprise the 
HST system.) 

Work with 
resource agencies 
to develop site-
specific mitigation 
and impact 
avoidance 
strategies for 
project-level 
review.  

Hydrology and 
Water Resources  

(includes area 
within 100 ft [30 m] 
on each side of 
alignment centerline 
[200 ft or 61 km 
total]) 

No predictable 
change from 
existing conditions. 

5,540 ac (2,242 ha) 
of floodplains, 2.3 
million linear ft of 
streams, 32,046 ac 
(12,969 ha) of 
groundwater 
resources within 100 
ft (30 m). 

1,865 to 3,873 ac (755 to 
1,567 ha) of floodplains; 
452,262 to 760,219 
linear ft. of streams; 
11,551 to 17,113 ac 
(4675 to 6,925 ha) of 
groundwater resources 
within 100 ft (30 m). 

(Range based on 
alignment options 
selected to comprise the 
HST system.) 

Avoid or minimize 
footprint in 
floodplains; 
conduct project-
level analysis of 
surface hydrology 
and coastal 
lagoons; BMPs for 
construction as 
part of Storm 
Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan. 

Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
(Public Parks and 
Recreation) 

(includes area 
within 900 ft [274 
m] on each side of 
alignment centerline 
[1,800 ft or 549 m 
total]) 

No predictable 
change from 
existing conditions. 

132 Section 4(f) 
properties affected; 8 
wildlife refuges. 

54 to 89 Section 4(f) 
properties affected; 1 to 
6 wildlife refuges.  
Potential impacts on 
Henry Coe State Park. 

(Range based on 
alignment options 
selected to comprise the 
HST system.) 

Consider design 
options to avoid 
parkland and 
wildlife refuges; 
identify potential 
site-specific 
mitigation 
measures. 

Cultural Resources 

(including Section 
4(f) historical 
resources) 

Low ranking for 
impacts on 
archaeological 
resources and 
historic property. 

Medium ranking for 
potential impacts on 
archaeological 
resources and historic 
properties. 

Medium to high ranking 
for potential impacts on 
archaeological resources 
and historic properties 
(HST would use existing 
rail corridors and some 
stations and nearby 
resources developed in 
historic period). 

Develop 
procedures for 
fieldwork, 
identification, 
evaluation, and 
determination of 
effects for cultural 
resources in 
consultation with 
State Historic 
Preservation 
Office and Native 
American Tribes. 
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Alternative Key 
Environmental 

Issues No Project Modal HST 

Mitigation 
Strategy for 

HST 

Growth Potential Statewide 
population is 
expected to grow 
by about 54%, 
statewide 
employment is 
expected to 
increase by 46%, 
and urbanized areas 
are expected to 
increase by 48% 
between 2002 and 
2035. 

Statewide population 
is expected to grow 
by 55% between 
2002 and 2035 
(360,000 more than 
No Project), 
statewide 
employment is 
expected to increase 
by 47% (250,000 
jobs more than the 
No Project), and 
urbanized areas are 
expected to increase 
by 50% (65,500 ac 
[26,507 ha] more 
than the No Project) 
between 2002 and 
2035.  Increased 
development at 
major interchanges 
along highways and 
around airports; 
sprawl, particularly in 
Central Valley region. 

Statewide population is 
expected to grow by 
56% between 2002 and 
2035 (700,000 more than 
No Project), statewide 
employment is expected 
to increase by 48% 
(450,000 jobs more than 
the No Project), and 
urbanized areas are 
expected to increase by 
48% (2,600 ac [1,052 
ha] less than the No 
Project).  Transit-
oriented development 
around stations; planned 
growth consistent with 
RTPs; growth around 
Merced. 

Work with local 
communities to 
encourage higher 
density 
development 
around stations. 

Cumulative Effects Air quality effects of 
increased highway 
congestion and land 
use (sprawl) related 
to growth. 

Visual effects of 
expanded and new 
facilities (paved 
surfaces, long linear 
features); cut and fill 
through mountain 
crossings.  Impacts 
on farmlands. 

Surface runoff 
impacts and added 
impervious surface 
impacts on 
groundwater. 

Visual effects of new 
linear feature along 
existing transportation 
facilities; electric power 
lines/catenary; 
construction-related 
short-term visual 
impacts. 

Impacts on farmlands. 

See specific 
environmental 
areas of concern. 

ac = acres 
CO = carbon monoxide 
CO2 = carbon dioxide 
ha = hectares 
MMBtus = million British thermal units 
NOx = oxides of nitrogen 
PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less 
RTPs = regional transportation plans 
TOG = total organic gases 

 

As summarized in Table S.6-1 above, the environmental evaluation showed key differences between the 
Modal and HST Alternatives on a system-wide level.  The following discussion further describes these key 
differences for the Modal and HST Alternatives. 
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California High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS Summary 

Both the Modal and HST Alternatives would result in reduced travel times and congestion compared to 
the No Project Alternative.  The highway and air transportation improvements of the Modal Alternative 
would result in a greater reduction of highway congestion than the HST alternative.  However, congestion 
would still increase on highways and airports compared to existing conditions for both the Modal 
Alternative and the HST Alternative. 

The proposed HST system would provide a new mode of intercity travel and an improved level of 
connectivity between existing transportation modes (air, highway, transit) that would not be provided 
under the No Project or Modal Alternative.  For longer distance intercity markets such as San Francisco to 
Los Angeles, the HST Alternative would provide door-to-door travel times that would be comparable to air 
transportation and less than one half as long as automobile travel times.  For intermediate intercity trips 
such as Fresno to Los Angeles, the HST Alternative would provide considerably quicker travel times than 
either air or automobile transportation, and would bring frequent HST service to many parts of the state 
that are not well served by air transportation.  The HST Alternative would provide a completely separate 
transportation system that would be less susceptible to many factors influencing reliability, such as 
capacity constraints, congestion, and incidents that disrupt service.  In addition, since high-speed trains 
are able to operate in all weather conditions, the on-time reliability of this mode of travel would be 
superior to travel by either auto or air.  Based on experience with HST systems in other countries, HST 
has a lower accident and fatality rate than automobile travel.  In terms of sustainable capacity, the HST 
Alternative would offer greater opportunities to expand service and capacity with minimal expansion of 
infrastructure, than either the No Project or Modal Alternatives.  Finally, the passenger cost for travel via 
the HST service would be lower than for travel by automobile or air for the same intercity markets. 

The HST Alternative has the potential to reduce overall air pollution and total energy consumption 
compared to the No Project and Modal Alternatives.  Comparing the energy required by each mode to 
carry a passenger 1 mi (1.6 km), an HST needs only about one-third that of an airplane, one-half that of 
an intercity automobile trip, and one-fifth that of a commuter automobile trip.  In addition, the 
construction of the HST Alternative would require 34% less energy than the construction of the Modal 
Alternative. 

The HST Alternative would be highly compatible with local and regional plans that support rail systems 
and transit-oriented development and would offer opportunities for increased land use efficiency (i.e., 
higher density development and reduced rate of farmland loss).  The HST Alternative would also meet 
the need for improved inter-modal connectivity with existing local and commuter transit systems.  In 
contrast, the highway improvement options under the Modal Alternative would encourage dispersed 
patterns of development and would be inconsistent with the objectives of many local and regional 
planning agencies to promote transit-oriented, higher-density development around transit nodes as the 
key to stimulate in-fill development that makes more efficient use of land and resources and can better 
sustain population growth.  Urbanized areas in California are expected to grow by 47% between now and 
2035 under the No Project Alternative.  Under the Modal Alternative, urbanized area growth is expected 
to be about 1.4% (65,500 ac [26,507 ha]) higher than the No Project Alternative, while the HST 
Alternative would result in a slight decrease in urban area growth (2,600 ac [1,052 ha]) compared to the 
No Project Alternative.  However, the HST Alternative is expected to result in a slightly greater increase in 
population than the No Project and Modal Alternatives. 

Compared to the Modal Alternative, the proposed HST Alternative would result in construction of 
substantially fewer miles of transportation right-of-way length (which has potential for high impacts on 
sensitive land uses and populations).  For several alignment options, the HST would be expected to run 
adjacent to or within shared rights-of-way with existing rail lines.  While there would be a potential noise 
increase due to additional HST services, existing train noise would be reduced in areas with existing 
grade crossings because horn and crossing gate noise due to grade separation would be eliminated. 
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Under the Modal Alternative, land use impacts would be considerable in the San Francisco to San Jose 
and Oakland to San Jose highway corridors where the existing rights-of-way would not accommodate 
adding lanes, and additional properties would be needed to accommodate potential highway expansions.  
This would also be true along the urban portions of the SR-99 corridor through the Central Valley, and in 
Southern California along I-10 from Los Angeles to San Bernardino and Riverside.  The HST Alternative 
would have lower impacts in these regions because of extensive use of existing rights-of-way (e.g., 
Caltrain from San Francisco to San Jose) and higher compatibility in general with land uses along the rail 
corridors. 

In the Central Valley, one of the most active agricultural regions in the U.S., the right-of-way 
requirements of the Modal Alternative would potentially impact 609 ac (246 ha) of farmlands.  The HST 
Alternative, based on the system-wide application of a 100-foot wide right-of-way, could potentially 
impact a maximum of 2,096 to 3,002 ac (848 to 1,215 ha).  However, it is possible to avoid or 
substantially reduce potential impacts on farmlands in the HST right-of-way by reducing right-of-way 
width to 50 ft (15 m) in constrained areas or, if appropriate agreements with the existing 
owner/operators were developed and safety considerations were addressed, by placing the HST 
infrastructure completely within the existing rail rights-of-way.  Compared to the trend of farmland loss in 
California of 49,700 ac (20,113 ha) per year, or nearly 845,000 ac (341,960 ha) projected to be lost by 
2020, the right-of-way needs of the Modal and HST Alternatives would each represent less than 0.4% of 
the total potential farmland loss.  Furthermore, the indirect effect of the HST Alternative on urban growth 
would reduce conversion of farmlands by about 4,100 ac (1,659 ha) compared to the No Project 
Alternative, and about 24,000 ac (9,712 ha) compared to the Modal Alternative on a statewide basis by 
2035. 

The Modal Alternative would potentially impact substantially more area of sensitive vegetation habitat 
(four to nearly eight times more), wetlands (over one and a quarter times more), and non-wetland 
waters (nearly five times more) than the HST Alternative.  The Modal Alternative would also have higher 
potential impacts on other water resources such as floodplains, streams, and groundwater.  On a regional 
basis, differences in potential impacts on biological resources between the Modal Alternative and HST 
Alternative are identified in the southern mountain crossing along I-5, where significant ecological areas 
(SEAs) would be impacted.  Modal Alternative improvements to I-5 and SR-14 would involve extensive 
cut and fill through the mountains that would have potentially significant visual and biological impacts in 
this natural forested landscape. 

The Modal Alternative would generally have greater potential impacts in all regions on public parks, 
wildlife areas, and recreational resources (Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources) than the HST Alternative 
because existing transportation corridors are bordered by urban development that includes public parks, 
recreation areas, and historic properties.  Potential exceptions are in the Bay Area to Merced and 
Bakersfield to Los Angeles regions where there could be slightly more Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources 
along the HST Alternative alignments than along the Modal Alternative alignments.  This is primarily due 
to the proximity of recreational areas to the new I-5 corridor HST alignment options through the southern 
mountain crossing, and the HST alignment options through Henry Coe State Park that link the Bay Area 
and the Central Valley in Northern California. 

S.7 HIGH-SPEED TRAIN ALIGNMENT AND STATION OPTIONS 

Through a comprehensive screening evaluation covering many regions of the state, numerous alignment 
and station options have been identified and selected for analysis in the Program EIR/EIS.  These 
alignment and station options are evaluated and compared in Chapter 6, Comparison of HST Alignment 
and Station Options, of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority expects to identify a preferred system 
of alignment and station options in the Final Program EIR/EIS, after the public comment period for this 
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Draft EIR/EIS has concluded.  Within the alignment and station options, several major design and policy 
issues are under consideration, including the following. 

• Northern Mountain Crossing—Mountain crossing options through the Coastal Mountain Range be-
tween the Central Valley and the Bay Area:  the Pacheco Pass through or bypassing Gilroy or a 
northern crossing through the Diablo Range more directly aligned with San Jose with variations. 

• Southern Mountain Crossing—Mountain crossing options through the Tehachapi Mountain Range be-
tween Los Angeles and Bakersfield:  the I-5 Grapevine corridor or a route along SR-58 and Soledad 
Canyon that would go through the Antelope Valley. 

• Bay Area—Service options to the Bay Area along the peninsula to San Francisco and/or the East Bay 
to Oakland. 

• Southern California—Service options to Orange County in addition to service to San Diego via the 
Inland Empire and the I-15 corridor:  dedicated HST operation on the Union Pacific Railroad Santa 
Ana Branch abandoned rail corridor or shared use (with existing passenger services) on the existing 
LOSSAN rail corridor terminating at either Anaheim or Irvine. 

• Shared Use Options—Service in heavily urbanized areas at reduced speeds on shared tracks with 
other passenger rail services. 

• Link to Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) —Direct or transfer to other transit system. 

• Station Locations—Number of stations and preferred locations for stations throughout the statewide 
system. 

• LOSSAN Corridor improvements—Level of improvement for non-electric service along the LOSSAN rail 
corridor between Los Angeles and San Diego. 

S.8 LEAST ENVIRONMENTALLY DAMAGING PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (LEDPA)  

The EPA and USACE have participated in the development of the Draft Program EIR/EIS and will be 
consulted concerning the identification of the preferred corridor and route most likely to yield the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative that will be discussed in the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

S.9 PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, a comprehensive public and agency involvement effort 
was conducted as part of the program environmental process.  Public and agency involvement was 
accomplished through a variety of means, including the scoping process that included a series of public 
and agency scoping meetings, consultation meetings with federal and state resource agency staff 
representatives throughout the environmental process, informational meetings with interest groups and 
agencies, presentations and briefings to a broad spectrum on interest groups, information materials 
including a series of region-specific fact sheets, a project Web site with information about the proposed 
project and study evaluations, and noticed public meetings of the Authority’s governing board at which 
key policy issues were raised and discussed and opportunities for public comment were provided. 

S.10 NEXT STEPS IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS 

This Program EIR/EIS considers the No Project, Modal, and HST Alternatives at a program level of 
environmental analysis.  In the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and the FRA have selected the HST 
Alternative as the preferred system alternative.  The Draft Program EIR/EIS is available for public review 
and comment and will be the subject of public hearings.  Comments on the draft document may be 
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California High-Speed Train Program EIR/EIS Summary 

submitted at the public hearings and in writing to the Authority and to the FRA.  After considering public 
and agency comment, the Authority and the FRA will prepare the Final Program EIR/EIS, which will 
include responses to comments.  In the Final Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and the FRA may identify 
one or more potential HST alignment options as preferred for the proposed HST system.  In the Final 
Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and the FRA may also identify one or more preferred station locations 
within an identified preferred corridor for the proposed HST system. 

At the completion of this program environmental process, the Authority expects to be able to certify the 
Program EIR/EIS and make findings for compliance with CEQA, the FRA expects to be able to issue a 
Record of Decision for compliance with NEPA, and both agencies expect to be able to make various 
determinations, including whether to advance an HST system alternative to the next phase of project 
development and environmental analysis. 

After completing the program environmental process, should the State of California decide to proceed 
with the development of the proposed HST system, an initial implementation phase of the project would 
include preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review to the extent needed to assess 
potential environmental impacts not already addressed in this Program EIR/EIS.  Project-level 
environmental review would focus on a portion or portions of the proposed HST system and would 
provide further analysis of potential impacts and issues at an appropriate level of detail in order to obtain 
needed permits and to proceed with the project. 
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